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All Participants: Status of Application: 



(1 ) Patricia L Enale . (3) . 

(2) Dean Craine . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 29 October 2004 Time: 3om 

Type of Interview: 

[3 Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes □ No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 



Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

N/A 



Claims discussed: 
1-14 



Prior art documents discussed: 

N/A 



Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 



Part III. 

It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will prov i de q wriUcn sumnwy o f Uk > substooce 
of tho i nterv i ew in tho Notico of Allowabi li ty , hoes ^roMideci <x s^mimrj o-f iVHexvt'eio \r\ 'Tar+HT. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 



(Examiner/SPE Signature)^ (Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 
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Application No. 10/775,355 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Changes 
were suggested to claims 1-12 to keep the claims consistant (example- claim 1 disclosed one door system and claim 4 
claimed a plurality of door systems- claims were changed to claim one door system). Claims 13 and 14 were canceled 
because the were directed to a non-elected invention. The Examiner called on October 13, 2004 to make a restriction 
requirement between the product of the vehicle door system (claims 1-12) and the method of loading a vehicle (claims 
13 and 14). The Applicant elected the product (claims 1-12).. 



